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Yo PREFACE

o The Title I ‘District Practices Study was conducted by
'Advanced Technology, Inc. for the U.S. Department of Educatlon s
Plann1ng and Evaluat%on Serv1ce. One goal of th1s study was to
descr1be "how local. d1str1cts operated projects funded by T1tle I
lof the Elementary—and'Secongary.Educatlon Act [ESEA]~1n'the.'
lSSléag school_year. _A‘second, relatedvgoal~was tofdocument
local educators;orationales‘for theiriproéram'decisions, their_'
.perceptlon of the problems and benef1ts 6’ requlrements conta1ned,
in theé l978 T1tle I Amendmentg and the1r assessments of the
.expected effecés of Chapter 1 of the Educatlon Consolldatlon and
‘Improvement”Act~[ECIA] on school'd1str1ct operatlons of Title I

| pronects..'The'dEudy/was des1gned spec%flcally to draw Cross- t1me.
b"comparlsons w1th the f1nd1ngs of the Compensatory Educatlon Study'
rconducted by the Natlonal Inst1tute of Educatlon [NIE] and to
_ provlde basellne data for subsequent analyses of. Chapter 1,
T‘ECIA s adm1n1stratlon. ' . f . e
| The results of the T1tle I D1str1ct Pract1ces Study are
jqpresented in thls and eight other speclal reports (see back

:n'cover), plus the study s Summary Report. These reports synthe—'

Vs1ze data collected from a mall questlonnalre sent to T1tle I

w:*Dlrectors in more than 2, 000 randomly selected school districts,

“:structureddlnterv1ews and document rev1ews in lOO natlonally

' tat1ve T1t1e I d1str1cts,'and 1ndepth case stud1es in 40

fispeclally selected T1tle I d1str1cts.

e

ix



’

To'meet the objectives of this: major national study, a

spec1al study staff. ‘was’ assembIed“within Advanced Technology's '

.

Social Sclences D1v1slon. That staff, housed in the D1v1slon s
Program Evaluatlon Operatlons Center, oversaw the study deslgn/
s - .

rdata collectlon and process1ng,°analysls work, and, report pree

.o oy

paratlon. The study beneflted from unusually experlenced datai
collectors who, with Advanced Technology s senlor staff and
B consultants,'conducted the structured 1nterv1ews ‘and case
;;' studles. Two consultants, Brenda Turnbull of Pollcy Studles‘
Assoc1ates and Joan MlChle, ass1sted ln-major aspectslofsthe
study 1nclud1ng the wrltlng of speclal reports and chapters,in
the Summary Report. Mlchael Gaffney and Danlel Schember from the
law flrm of Gaffney, Anspach, Schember, Kllmaskl & Marks, C.,
applled thelr longstandlng fammllarlty w1th Tltle I s legal and
pollcy issues to .each phase of the study. ) e
The Governmewt Project Offlcers for the study, Janice
Anderson and Eugene Tucker, prOV1ded\substant1ve gu;dance for the‘
completlon of the tasks resultlng in these f1nal reports. The ’
suggestlons of the study s AdV1sory Panel and crlthues prov1ded'
h by 1nd1v1duals from the Tltle I program offlce,:especlally |
Wllllam Lobosco and Thomas Enderleln, are also reflected in- these
reports.ﬁ LT o
Members of Advanced Technology s analytlc,“management, and
productlon staff ‘who contrlbuted to the completlon of this and

other reports are too numerous to llst, as are the state and

local‘officials~who cooperated with thls study Wlthout our




. -
- mentioning their names, ‘they should. know their cbntributionsnhéve
been recognized gnd.pruly a?preciateg. P
"4
Ted Bartell, Project Director : ST
- Title I District Practices Study
Richard& Jung/ Deputy,Projéét Dirqctor
Title T District Practices Study ﬁ;'
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SUMMARY

. : : , : -
. NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS IN ='. =~ «. . /",
" TITLE I, ESEA PROGRAMS: .77 ¢ ' 7 SNy o
A QUESTION OF "EQUAL" SERVICES R
. . : P N
& . .'- y . : b; : M . : - T "'_. ] N .'l- ae ! '

oL
DT Y

ol "

Thls speclal report examines the part1c1patlon of nonpubllc\.{“"

school students in school’dlstrlct programs funded by Tltle I of

2.

" the Elementary and. Secondary Educatlon Act [ESEA] Both Tltle'I

.and ltS successor, Chapter 1 of the Educatlon Consolldatlon and

Improvement Act [ECIA], prescrlbe that ellglble nonpubllc stu—

N

: dents should have equal access to the program and recelve ser—,*ﬁ-

vices that are;comparable to thoSe‘of_thelr-pubAlc school

fcounterparts.,y : ' SR Sy . .,‘, :;'\;5

.
;o

. 'e L.
l

The follow1ng are the flndlngs of the T1tle I D1str1ct

Practlces Study w1th regard to nonpubllc school students access.

to Tltle I serv1ces.l,: I "a°”f o _:Jr,: ]

,Current F1nd1ngs'

w™

yedr ',;:

had nonﬂubllc students’ residing in Title I attendance

Approx1mately 5. percent of- the students in prlvate ele—w
'mentary and- secondary schools recelved Title T services.::

during- the '1979-80" school year--ln ‘comparison, 13_Per—'

were eerved 1n the T1tle I program durlng th1s school
e ‘ v oL

' CroSs—Tlme Flndlngs : '-ﬁ?

PR T

_The percent of Tltle I dlstrlcts serv1ng nonpubllc

students res1d1ng in Title: I attendance areas’ decllned
slightly from .59 ‘percent ‘in the 1978-79. school year to

'.:56 percent 1n the l981 82 school year.

Coxiiio

..

7Across the country, 45 percent of ‘the Title ‘T d1s€r1cts'f~”

,h“jareas durlng the l981 82 school year.' ‘of the d1str1cts'ﬂ,‘
- with nonpubllc students res1d1ng in- Title T attendance 'j

areas,‘56 percent served nonpubllc students dur1ng the e
1‘1981 82 school year. - S P ! :

. cent ofF . the'publlc elementary/secondary school students - !



e - The number of nonpubllc students receiving Title I
-services- 1ncreasedéby 4 percent between school years
-1976=77 and 1979-80; in comparison, the -number of
publ;c sdﬂool students in the Title T program_grew by
8 6 percent durlng this period. Over these four years,

L. . ‘total” nonpubllc elementary/secondary enfollment

U decllnedﬂww'2 7 percent, while total public enrollment

< T decreased by 7. 6 percent. Taking into account changes

L - in Title. I and. total- enrollment; the nonpublic "parti-

S T cipation‘rate"* in Title I increased by less than 6.

s percent and the public "part1c1pat10n rate" lncreased

by almost 18- percent over this perlod._
.

' Relatlonal/Explanatory Flndlngs:h

-® '”Nonpubllc enrollment 1evels in ‘the Tltle T program are
 highly ‘correlated with overall nonpublic enrollment
|, patterns across the WO dlmenslons of reglonal 1ocatlon_"'
- and urban1c1ty. ‘ . '

»

N B Slgnlflcant dlfferences ‘are observed across small,- ,
" medium, and large districts in the percent of students .

S " residing’in Title I ‘attendance areas and the percent. of
e ' districts serv1ng nonpubllc students._ S

‘e _..The D1str1ct Pract1ces Study data are 1nconc1us1ve as :
;]to why some eligible nonpublic students are not receiv-
ing Title I serv1ces, however, interview data’ revealed
several reasons why some nonpubllc schools choose not
to partlclpate in Title I and identified -one nonpubllc
school with eligible Title I students who did not:.
:,.recelve information about the avallablllty of program
Y services. - : -

.;-

.‘_‘_

4

L Data comparlng the quallty and 1ntens1ty of Tltle I ser=
v1ces recelved by publlc and nonpubllc students within dlstrlcts.
durlng the 1981 82 school year reveal several patterns. )

g,o'H';Nonpubllc Tltle I classes, on average, are shorter .
e "(oneéﬁhlrd shorter) o o . . catLe T

:"onﬁ'"Nogﬁubllc Title I classes,.on average, have fewer stu-
' - dents (34 percent fewer) T : '

,-v*Where.“partlclpatlon rate is’ def1ned -as the percent of elemen—
’ tary/secondary enrollment: (nonpubllc ‘and public, respectlvely)
partlclpatlng in the. T1tle I program -

~y

e o "'Ef" §{§: N 1%3,"



¢ . Ce . - ' ’ . . )

: @ Nonpublic Title I.students are more likely to be taught
by a certified teacher rather than an instructional
aide. ' ' ' ‘

_® - The average pupil-to-instructor ratio is quite low for

~ both public (4.5 to 1) and nonpublic (3.8 to 1).

/ L Title I;instrdbtors-assigned to teadh,ﬁonpublic stu-
. . dents have. the same'number‘of.ygarsjexperience as ‘those
teaching public school-Title I students (5.5 years).

e ' Nohpublic Title I.instructors-meet slightly more fre-
.- quently with the regular classroom teacher to coordi-
nate instruction. : : :
@ - Over three-fourths of the nonpublic Title I'students
. (78 percent) receive all of their Title I instruction-
< . at the nonpublic school they attend; only 4 percent of -
“ " . the districts serve at least some of their nonpublic
- Titlé I students at\neutral sites, and even fewer (2
percent) uUse mobile vans. -

([ B Estimates of the per-pupil expenditures within a dis—
trict for Title I services to public and nonpublic
- gtudents .vary widely across districts. In the 16 sites
from which such estimates were derived, the estimates '
range from one district which spent, on average, 87
percent more funds on each nonpublic student than on
each public school student to one district which spent
. . only about a fourth of the resources on nonpublic:
o students than it¥Rid on public school students on a
per-pupil basis. : :

-

If nonpublic studenés live in staﬁgs‘with cqnétitutionalior
1e§a1 limiﬁations.for serviﬁg nonpublic stﬁdents;“and that are
notfbhévof.the two bypass‘sfates, they.are%likeiy:to have less .

'cbmparaﬁleléefviceslthan:nOnpublic studenﬁs‘in étateé without
such rulings. _in;a Sizeablé~ﬁﬁmber bf districts they might be
téuéht outsidé #hé:honpublic schoél, most fré@uently infthe
public schools. | B

.'»Tﬁ;Zrep§f£ ébﬁ¢iuaes‘that the'ééétute and regulatidns do hoﬁ

contain adequate provisions for ensuring that districts maintain
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NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS IN

- .. TITLE I, ESEA PROGRAMS: . =
o A QUESTION OF "EQUAL" SERVICES
\ T T S
INTRODUCTION Ks - SR I -

. - . . . Lo -
.

Low—achlev1ng students attendlng nonpubllé schools are c'

: accorded 1mportant guarantees in both Tltle 1 of the Elementary&
andQSecondary Educatlon Act* [ESEA] and lts successor, Chapter 1
of the Educatlon Consolldatlon and Improvement Act** [ECIA]

Both laws requlre that, within a dlstrlct, educatlonally'depr;ved
ichildren who.attend nonpublic schools and who iive in a/Title'I/}
Chapter 1 progect area should have the same opportunlty {;
receive federally funded compensatory educatlon serv1ces as the1r
public school-counterparts. Further, both laws prescribe that =
w1th1n a dlstrlct the expendltures from these programs "shall be
equal“ for publlc and nonpubllc school students,‘"tahlng 1nto
account theqﬁumber of chlldren .to be served and the special edu-

catlonal needs of such children" (§130(a), P.L. 95-561  and

§557(a), P.L. 97-35).%*% | S )

*Hereafter referred‘to as Title I.
**Hereafter referred to as Chapter 1, or ECIA.

"y ***If a state or district is prohibited by .law from serving eli-

“gible nonpublic ftudents in the Title I or Chapter 1 program, Or
if it has subsgéitlally failed to provide such services,. the U.S.
Secretary of Education may invoke bypass procedures (§130(b),
P.L. 95-561 and §557(b), P.L. 97-35). Under the bypass proce-
dures, the Secretary contracts with a private contractor to
provide program. services to nonpublic school children. -In the
1980-81 school year, nonpublic school students received Title I
services under the bypass provision.in two states--Missouri and
Virginia. These students accounted for only 2.4 percent of the
nonpublic students. in the Title I program. Comprehensive treat-
ment of Title I serv1ces to nonpublic students in bypass states
is' beyond the scope of this report, although nonpublic school.

" "figures cited include students and services in these two states.

—




N . .

Th1s spec1al report has two basic purposes. The'first is

te. descr1be the level-of nonpubllc school student part1c1pation *

e,1n the Tlt e I program dur1ng the 1981 82 school year and assess

whether nonpubllc srudents are rece1v1ng an equlta le, share of

T1tle I resources. Two research questlons are addressed to
focus this aspect of the analys1s- I B ﬂ . f.
e - Do educatlonally depr1ved chlldren attend1ng nonpubllc

schools have the same opportun1t1es to receive program
_serv1ces as the1r publlc school counterparts?

) -Once 1n'the program, do nonpubllc school students
receive services of comparable quality and intensity as.
those received by public school students?

K
-

In address1ng these two- questlons, thls paper emphas1zes w1th1n—

district compar1sons between publlc and nonpubllc school students

since Congress speclfled in both Tltle I and Chapter 1 that ser-

vices to nonpubllc school students should be comparable thin a
d1str1ct..' '
The second purpose of th1s spec1al’report is to..dentify and_‘
exam1ne var1ables wh1ch affect the access of nonpubl c students
to T1tle I serv1ces and the quallty of program services received
by nonpublic school students. TwoO types of factors could influ-
ence nonpubllc partlclpation in the T1tle-I program: d1str1ct—_.

character1st1cs outs1de the 1mmed1ate control" of Federal policy-

makers (e.g., district size, urban1c1ty, state,_or reglonal

*The study is limited to T1tle I programs for the educatlonally :
disadvantaged and does not address the separate ‘Title I programs .
for migrant, hand1capped, ‘or neglected and delinquent chlldren.
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*

location) and those which could be affected by.additiohal‘tedhni—

cal assistance or podifieation;cyg pfogfamvrequifements (e.qg.,

-

state or disﬂric£¥1evél administrétive’policies or proéédugés).
This qhaiYs%§'examinesﬂtﬁe”influenoe of_both:types;qf_variables

: T T, S Co L L ) g ‘
on nonpublic students' access to Title I services. . It also
v - . R ) B . ) .- o < .

leXamines méthodoloéical diffiéulﬁieé in a§§e§sin§ whether non-
.public"studenﬁs érg.receiviﬁg their fairvéhare ofiTitie I
resources...TheiEindllséction éf(thé-report Qescfibés éoﬁe 
locélly deveioped_administrative procedgres and policies for .
'enﬁancing nonpubiic schédl stﬁdent'participafioﬁ iﬁfTitle I/

Chapter .1 projeéts.*

SOME METHODOLOGICAL NOTES |
- This section briefly 6utliﬁgsvthe‘f%seardh methodolqgy of
. PR PP R . s

T ;

this stﬁdy for collecting data oﬂzﬁhe pafticipation:pf nonpublic
school students in Title I. 'Particular attention is ﬁlaéed on

the methodology of the present study becéuSe of méthodogical;,

,probiems of the previous naﬁi@nal study of nonpublic student
involvemeht in Title I (Vitullo-Martin, l977f énd'the.inhérent

difficulties of researching nonpublic school students'’ inVoive—
o o B o 7
" ment in Federal education programs.(SChool Management Services,

-
»

1981).

" *Effective management strategies for enhancing nonpublic school
student participation' in Title I/Chapter 1 programs will also be
the “focus of a series of descriptive reports planned for publica-
tion by Advariced Technology for the U.S. Department of -Education
'in September 1983.. o v -

T R
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N *h The only major natlonal study of T1tle I serv1ces to nonpub—

L4

11c students was conducted in the l976 77 school year by Thomas

,Vlﬁullo—Martlnmfor the Natlonal Inst1tute.oﬁ Educatlon s [NIE] >

.
Compensatory Education, Study.‘ An Lnterlm, unpubllshed report

N B o
from thls\substudx concluded that T1tle I servlces for nonpubllc

school.students ‘are substantlvely 1nfer10r tb those rece1ved by

’

oublic,schoolhstudents, The unreleased feport stated for exam—

. ‘1 - -
ple:
‘ - igls | o
Tltle I classes are larger for nonpubllc ' S
'school students o e e e gm,‘ N LI
. Nonpubllc school students rece1ve an aVerage*.
I of- 1 hour of Title I 1nstruct10n per week (18
' “percent of the: serv1ces g1ven publlc partici- _
Pants) e s L j C . -

J
The least quallfled teachers——those with.
lower degrees, less experience, and part-time
. . status--are- typically assigned to nonpublic
"\ : 'school students (V1tullo—Mart1n, l977 p. 1)«
. [ ’

NIE"however, d1d not cite the results of th1s substudy 1n 1ts
-fimal reports to Congress dur1ng the 1978 reauthorlzatlon of Lt
T1tle I largely because of the substudy s questlonaple sampllng

and data collectlon de51gn.

-

*From interviews w1th Paul Hill and Ir1s Rotberg, Director and
Deputy Director. of the NIE Compénsatory Educatlon Study.. Indivi-
duals . supporting ‘the validity' of the substudy" de91gn'have argued
that political rather than methodological reasons- motlvated ‘NIE's
decision not to report the results of the study “to Congresg NIE
did finally release a revised report from the substudy An l979,
but after the congresslonal deliberations on the l978 TLtle I
Amendments. :




P . . . ’ L

-+ .. The T{tle IiDistrict PractiCes Study*-was structured to S

P

ﬁ’laVOId some oﬁ?the methodologlcal problems of the V1tullo—Mart1n
lsubstudy after cons1derat10n of suggestlons advanced in a repért
‘on th1s toch subm1tted to the Natlonal Center for Educatlon |
.Stat1st1cs [NCES] ent1tled "Short—Term/Long—Term Recommendatlons -
ffor the Collectlon of Data on the Part1c1pat10n of Prlvate School

.-sStudents ‘in Selected Federal Educatlon Programs (School Manage—
.1ment Services, 1981) The - D1str1ct Practlces Study used{;he

fo\iow1ng data collectlon strategles to cross—valldate £ ndlngs-"

° A mall questlonnalre sent to T1tle I D1rectors in over ~
’ 2, 000 randomly selected school d1str1cts .

E) : o ’ a
N

e tructured 1nterv1ews and document reviews in 100 ,
ationally representatlve T1tle I d1str1cts** ' ;
' ‘ ' ¢
° Indepth case stud1es in 20 spec1ally selected T1tle I :
Iy d1str1cts

Both publlc and nonpubllc school Pr1nc1pals, T1tle 1 teach—

vers, and regular classroom teachers were 1nterv1ewed as part of

Y

the 100 s1te v1s1ts to a natlonally representat1ve sample of

s

d1str1cts. Data from these s1tes are used to renort student and

school selectlon procedures and to compare the serv1ces recelved

-

. . R »

. . .
*Hereafter referred to as. the D1str1ct Practices Study or. DPS. -

. The final Summary Report (fall 1982) -of the District Practices
‘Study . presents the study methodology and the ratlonale for th1s
: data collectlon approach in greater detall.,

**Durlng these representatlve site v1s1ts, 94 public and 44 non-,
publlc Principals, 90 .public and 38 nonpubllc Title I teachers,__'
"and 93 public and 44 nonpublic regular classroom teachers were
. interviewed. 1In addition, documentary and interview data were

\  _‘collected from a)most 300 district-level publlc and nonpubllc
a school off1c1als 1n these 100 s1tes‘\ . . - - v




.

S nonpubllc school organlzatlons.

N . ’ . : . . e

by publlc and nonpubllc students. To obtain more indepth infor-
’. :

matlon about the factors: wh1ch appear to e1ther enhance or

v

—
thract from-full part1c1patlon of nonpubllc schoo students In_~

T1t1e I, 20 spec1ally selected T1t1e I dlstrlcts were v1sited for

3 days by experlenced 2—person teams., These dlstrlcts were

'selected to yJeld (1) broad geographlcal representatlon, (2) “w

‘rangelin size, (3) a variety of examples of effect1ve non-

public3involvement, (4) problems w1th such partlclpatlon,'or (5)'

unlque approadhes for 1nvolv1ng nomgubllc students._ Nomlnatlons

- were rece1ved from ‘Title I program off1c1als, state Title I

Coordinators, Technlcal-Ass1stance Centers [TAC] staffs, and

'

General enrollment data for the publlc and-nonpubllc'sectors

were obta1ned from NCES. Natlonal Title I enrollment data. used

- in th1s special report are those reported by the T1tle I program ‘
-._off1ce. Both of these data sets are 1ntegrated w1th results fromf

- this study,'

Unfortunately, these ‘three data sets have 1nherent'limitaf

tions for assess1ng whether nonpubllc students have equal access

- to T1tle I serV1ces. D1str1ct, archdlocesan, and other non-— -

»

: publlc attendance areas are rarely cotermlnous. However, one of

B I N “

*Reglonal and enrollment size categories, are def1ned in Appendix -
A.. Appendix B summarizes the distribution of the districts
"selected for this special purpose gsample accord1ng ‘to size of
enrollment, reglon, and metropolltan status.:. o .

: ' .o ks
o ) T ks
. . . . r (4
’, . N



_the important factors in determ1n1ng whether nonpubllc and, publlc

“~

school stud nts are %ecelvmng comparable Title I serv1ces is’ the

size of,the pool of nonpubllc students 1n T1t1e I prOJect areas.
. e L
Even 1f such flgures were readlly avallable, one would have

to determlne not only the s1ze of the nonpubk}c student popula—

-

(iQe.,'"educationally deprived") nonpublic students$ in these
areas. If the number of ellglble nonpubllc students in an area

could be obtalned then a comparlson could be made w1th1n a:
: N

distrlct'across publlc‘and nonpubllc populatlons.to determlne1
””whether the ‘same percentage of ellglble educatlonally ‘deprived
.students are served in . the publlc and nonpubllc school popula—

fft1ons., For example,klf 30 percent of the eligible publlc school

students were receLV1ng Tltle I serV1ces, rn a particular dls—

il

trict, equal access for nonpubllc students wguld be ach1eved for.

\ ~

nonpublic students in that dlstrlct when 30 percent of the ellgl-

ble nonpublic students were served 1n the‘program.

-

Part1c1pat1ng Tltle I dlstrlcts, however must report the

“number of nonpubllc students served by T1t1e I to thelr states.

- Y '

They do not have to report the number of nonpubllc students ell— o

glble for T1tle I" but not served.- The law does not grant school

dlstrlct OfflClalS the. authorlty to requlre such lnformatlon from

'nonpubllc schools. Thus,-ln most ;nstancgs,lt is not poss1ble to

N

tlon w1th1n Title I_progect'areas-but.also the number, of e}lglble '
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’ ‘obtaln compar1sons across publlc and nonpubllc dlstrlcts for the
|

!

:number of students who are ellglble but not served.

T .
1 . N N - '_:.

»

NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS ACCESS TO TITLE IWSERVICES

A Natlonal Context. Cross—Tlme Comparlsons

students were enrolled in prlvate elementary

Over 5 mllllon
y 11

and secondary schools dur1ng school year l979 80 or nearl
secondary enrollment in the-

AN

K \ . X
percent of the total elementary and’
Un1ted States (see Appendlx C) The Department of Educatlon [ED]

«

reported that 192 944 nonpubllc school students or about 3.8

percent of the total nonpubllc enrollment -were rece1v1ng T1tle I

_ serV1ces in that school year.' By compar1son, 12 5 percent of the
C almost 41 mllllon publlc elementary and secondary.students.were '

%artlclpatlng in the T1tle I program that year.
—t1me comparlsons (1976 79) of publlc and nonpubllc

|
} Cross
the T1tle I program 1nd1—-

ﬂschool student part1c1patlon ‘rates in

'cate that publ1c school students access to Title I services has'

1ncreased much more rap1dly than nonpubllc students access to

the program.. Table 1 reveals that 1n the. 1976 77 school year,

t of all elementary/secondary students in publlc

10. 6 percen
By the l979 80 school year the

;schools part1c1pated 1n T1tle I.

publicvschool-student part1c1pat10n rate Jumped to 12 5 percent, o

‘*See Michael Gaffney and Dan1el Schember, "Current . T1tle I School
dures -and Impllcatlons for Implement—'

and Student Selection Proce
ing Chapter 1, ECIA," another. special report in this series, for
discussion of the ‘requirements and d1str1ct

.a°- more comprehenslve
pract1ces relat1ng to student selectlon into the T1tle I program.~

4




. ] \‘-'
L o
- TABLE 1 _
NATIONAL CROSS-TIME PARTICIPATf&N RATES. FOR
NONPUBLIC AND PUBLIC- SCHOOL STUDENTS IN, g
TITLE I 'bROGRAM
_ > S _ T
. . .+ . 'SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR - .. :
o o - 1976-77 -~ . .1979-80 = CHANGE
" Number of nonpublic S L S T
school Title I : ' - o ' B
participants* " S 185,539 ~ .192,994 = - 4% +
Numﬁer of nonpublic | _
_elementary/secondary S 8 . . ST
students . - 5,166,858** . 5,028,865%** - 2.7%
" Percent., of elemen— 3}5F}:;ﬂuie .¥;$f§;‘ S
tary/secondary B ' T .

- nonpublic “school . '

- * students in Title
I (part1c1pat10n o . o ' s o ' 3
‘rate). .. 3.6% . "3.8% Y . 5.6%

' Number'of-public | o R

-. school Title I _ . _ ST - —

' part1c1pants - : 4,692,098 - . 5,099,571 L 8.6%.
Number of publlc . _- v‘ .
-elementary/secon— S Co
dary’ students. o 44;317,090**:_.;40;949;000**? 7.6%:
'Percent of elemen-' N exf . e R

: tary/secondary , B i A
— public scho stu- | A RO S ‘ '

dents. in Title I - . . - . \ L SR
,(part1c1pat10n rate) . . lo.e%x -~ . l2.5% = = ©17.9%

*Source: U.S: Department of Education, "197% Performance
Reports" and "1980 Performance Reports," regular school term,
T excludlng chlldren in 1ocal 1nst1tutlons for the neglected or,
dellnquent. : :

'ﬂ**Source-» NCES, Private Schdolé'ih'American EducatiOn[ 1981;

***Source: NCES, "A Comparlson of Selected Characterlstlcs of~
. PriVate'and Publlc Schools,f mlmeographed, June 1982. ° .

. - 924




. T A . : N o

| . U . kg ‘ , . @

" an increase Of”almost 18 pqrcent over this four—year perlod., In
- :

compar1son, the nonpubllc student part1c1patlon rate grew by less

than 6 percent over th1s same t1me perlod. S1m111arly,-wh11e the

.number of nonpubllc T1tle I students 1ncreased by 4 percent from -

1976 79, th1s growth rate was less than half of the 1ncreased
)

growth rate for publlc school students (8 6 percent)

-Relatlonshlp between Nonpubllc Student Part1c1pat10n in" T1tle I
. and Nonpubllc Enrollment Patterns by Reglon and"Urbanlclty

» ' These overall natlonal trends, however, mask s1gn1f1cant

'lefferences for nonpubllc students .enrollments across. geograph—

EA)

'1cal reglons and for urban and rural d1str1cts. T1tle 1.
onpubllc enrollments are strongly correlated w1th overall»
nonpubllc enrollment along these d1mens1ons. ‘ For example, in
‘Northeast/central city d1str1cts more than 20 percent of all
J.students attend pr1vate schools, whereas in nonmetropolltan
. d1str1cts 1n the West less than 3 percent of all’ elementary and
secondary students are enrolled in pr1vate schools.‘ S1m11ar
d1fferences are ev1dent in nonpubllc student partlclpatlon 1n _
-T1tle I.: That 1s, ;in Northeast/central c1ty locatlons, ll 5
‘percent of . the T1tle I students are in: nonpubllc schools, whereasg“z'
in nonmetropolltan areas in’ the South and West only l .5 percent

. of the Tltle I part1c1pants attend nonpubllc schools. (See

1
3

)
: — . — 7 :
i,*Correlatlon coeff1c1ents of .77 along: he urban1c1ty d1men51on
~ and .94 along the ‘regional d1men51on are both statlstlcally
"s1gn1f1cant at p % . 01l. -

10 'fﬂ'l g ;' e
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N Appendlx D for a more complgte portrayal of theStotal pr1vate v1_'

-

fschool enrollment levels "and T1tle I nonpubllc student part1c1—

‘ . . [~ . . . ...;,\.
,;Lpatlon rates achss the two dlmens1ons of reglon and urban1-

- i
Y

T R N S

o -

N elatlonshlp between Nonpubllc Student Part1c1patlon 'in T1tle I .
‘and D1str1ct Slze-.-v:-. e :_ ,'ivn_,- ,Q -

Natlonw1de, approx1mately 25 percent of the'T1tle I d1s-

4 : .
tr1cts serve nonpubllc students X

B

" be expected slgnlflcant d1fferences are observed ,across d1s-:f.c

\.he T1tle I p/96ram.. As mlght'"

tr1cts w1th d1fferént total enrollments._ Only l7 percent of
< REI

.small T1tle I d1str1cts serve nonpubllc students, whereas 44

." dh. )

. percent of medlum d1str1cts and 68 percent of the large T1tle I .

_,w .

-
..

LI

_d1str1cts sexve nonpub11c students. ‘
' More 1mportantly‘@;here are als% s1gn1f1cant d1fferences 'jd
-facross dlfferent s1zed d1str1cts in the percent of Tltle I

_ dlstrlcts Whlch report hav1ng nonpubllc students res1d1ng 1n the

: T1tle I attendance areas.‘ Flgure l shows that across the couni
try 45 percent of the T1tle I. d1str1cts have . nonpubllc students
..res1d1ng in T1tle I- attendance areas. However, 33 percent of
"ismall dlstrlcts, 75 percent of med1um d1str1cts, and 87 percent

of farge d1str1cts w1th Tltle I programs report hav1ng nonpubllc

Y

'stude ts enrolled 1n T1tle I attendance areas.'“‘

v ’ a.

.*Dlstrlct size is based on total dlstrlct enrollment der1ved from
‘Market Data Retrieval File (revised- 9/5/80) small = 1=2,499

~..students;. medium = 2,500-9,999 students' large = 10, 000" or more

'students.--“- L , , e B

1r
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- Only 56 percént of the Title I districts, nationwide, with

nonpublic students'residing in Title I attendance areas serve
\ . . : : . B .
such students. Again, there are significant différences across

different sized districts. As illustrated ip.Figuré 2,  approxi-

‘matély half (49.7 peréent) of éuch smalixdistricts serve nonpub-

ligﬂétudents;lsélpercéﬁt of meaium and'78 percent>of éﬁe lafge

distridts‘with Aonpublic stuaents'residing‘in_TitLe i ;tﬁéndance
- areas serve nonpublic éﬁudents in the Title Ilprogfaml 'Evehb

~though these variances are observed across different sized dis-

'tricts,_it is notable that even in large aistricts, ovérlpﬁe— '

 fifth (22 percent) of the Title I districts_witﬁ-nonpublicL

I attendance areas do hbt serve

.

students reSiding in Title
nonpublic students in the Title I program. It is‘also worth ,
noting that .the percéntféf\Title I districts serving nonpublic

students residing in Title I attendance areas declined from 59

» percent to 56Vperceht between 1978 and 1982.*

-

RS

r : ' - . -
*During the 1976-77 school year NIE reported that 43 percent of
the Title I districts with nonpublic students provided services
to any nonpublic students (1977, p. 15). It is important to
explain how this percentage differs from those reported in this
paper.’ The District Practices Study agked whether districts with.
students living in Title I attendance areas but "attending nonpub-
lic schools provided programs to nonpublic students. About 56
percent of these districts, on average, did provide such ser-
~ vices. The NIE study may have included districts that did have
nonpublic students who lived 'in a Title I district but who did:
‘not reside in a Title I attendance area.  This would have lowered
.~ their estimated percentage of districts offering sugh, services.
. Consequently, it cannet be concludedwthat»thére‘haﬁgbggn.a'sub- o
-),stantial increase in the proportign of districts serving eligible
" nonpublic students. ' : ' -

. 3 B . o . + . B
D ‘ et w ' s . .
W, - - e . e . .
ow o - 5 S . . : -
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FIGUREl 2

y . DERCENT OF TITLE I DISTRICTS SERVING NONPUBLIC -~
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 The District Practices Study wanted‘to discern why‘eligible
nonpubllc students were not being served in local school d1str1ct
Title_I programs., To answer th1s questlon, attempts were made at
the 20 case study.sites to interv1ew at least 1 Pr1nc1pal of a
nonpublic school in a high poverty area but with no students
part1c1pat1ng in the Title I program. The results of these
1nqu1r1esj however, werg 1nconclus1ve. ‘Most (63 percent) of the.
. 129 nonpubllc Principals w1thout T1tle I served students in the
o 1981-82 school year who were 1nterv1ewed d1d have students par—‘

‘t1c1pat1ng in the program in prev1ous years.. Most of these“

Pr1nc1pals expressed sat1sfactlon w1th the serV1ces the1r pre—:w

P

v1ously Title I- elmgrble students had rece1ved and hoped to
rega1n such serV1ces in subsequent years for e11g1ble students.
~ These students had Tost the1r ellglblllty e1ther because of
Ldemographlc sh1fts w1th1n the d1str1ct or: because they did not
meet thé low—ach1evement cr1ter1a dur1ng the 1981—82 school year.
Espec1ally 1ndependent schools, even in poverty areas, often have
adm'sslons standards wh1ch result in selectlon of only h1gh—.

T4

T a h1eV1ng students, and therefore have few, 1f any, Title I

igible students.r

Thus, in only 7 of the 20 case study d1str1cts were non—'
publlc Prlnclpals 1nterV1ewed who had e1ther dec1ded not to .
accept Title I serv1ces or who had not been 1nformed of the
ava11ab111ty of these serv1ces by publlc school officlals. The

six Pr1nc1pals dec11n1ng T1tle I serV1ces offered a number of

freasons for opt1ng out of the program rang1ng from phllosoph1cal

L4 ! . -

15




bellefs of their denomlnatlons to not bellev1ng the. quantlty or
qualt§y of Title I serV1ces justlfled the assoc1ated adm1n1—
strat1ve encumbrances. One. adm1n1strator of a Baptlst—supported
school, for example, expressed h1s apprehenslon about publlc'
funds for private schools when he conjectured,'"I don t belle;%
the GOVernment is. capable of g1v1ng money w1thout telllng you how
to operate your bus1ness. Even in th1s small sample of - s1x

l Prlnclpals, the concern about "str1ngs assoc1ated w1th accept1ng
publlc funds was ‘a pers1stent theme. One Cathollc Pr1nc1pal
.recalled that she’had once\accepted T1tle 1 funds for textbooksi
and the next year she had to "report the number of m1nor1ty ’j
teachers and the sex of chlldren ‘on sports teams. Another

Cathollc Pr1nc1pa1 in a large urban d1str1ct refused T1tle I

funds because of his reservatlon about the pedogog1cal mer1ts of

A .

the pullout des1gn "requlred by~ T1tle I - He. also d1d not havemﬂ;“

the admlnlstratlve staff to process. the paperwork and belleved
that T1tleuI teachers take more t1me to superv1se than the
regular teachers in h1s schooL
‘One Pr1nc1pal of a nonpubllc school 1n an‘urban fr1nge-area

of a large m1dwestern c1ty reported never rece1v1ng any’ 1nforma—.
tion from the publlc school about T1tle I. Further 1nvestlgatlon
revealed that more than one—half of the students in th1s school
'res1ded 1n Title I pronect afeas. Slnce the DPS was not des1gned
ngs explained 1n Michael Gaffney and Dan\;chemberls spec1al g”
report on program design, the Title I legal. framework doés not. -

require the use ‘of a pullout design although some districts_
_require the use of this approach for all T1tle I programs.

33




as a compllance Stqu,vlt is beyond the scope ‘of this paper to
'determ1ne whether this was an 1solated 1nc1dent or an-. 1nd1catlon
of a more prevelant pattern than our interviews revealed.

. _ o S . _
- Selection- of Nonpublic School Students , , '

Both T1tle I ESEA and Chapter l ECIA requlre that, w1th1n
a d1str1ct,_educatlonally depr1ved ch11dren res1d1ng in e11g1ble
attendance areas should be afforded the same’ opportun1ty to_
ypart1c1pate in the’ program whether they attend publlc or non-
upubllc schools.. Thus,.the DPS asked T1tle RY D1rectors how they
determine whether nonpubllc schools w1th1n ‘their districts had
students 11V1ng'1n selected T1tle I areas.. pec1f1c questlons
‘1ncluded how they demermlned wh1ch nonpubllc schools to contact,
in what manner: the contact was made, and how nonpubllc students
b_were deemed e11g1ble to" recelve the Tltle I serv1ces._ They were
also asked whether these procedures had changed over the last . '
three yearsu | | i | o

Almost one-fourth of the T1tle I D1rectors 1n d1str1cts
whlch serve nonpubllc students saldrthey contact only the non-v'.

- .

publlc schools located w1th1n T1tle I attendance areas, an equal
-percentage contact all the nonpubllc schools w1th1n the d1str1ct
'boundar1es, usually because the d1str1ct makes use of the no-w1de,

.Var1ance pr0V1slon.; Flfteen percent of the T1tle I D1rectors use

a llst or d1rectory of nonpubllc schools, often complled by the

,state educatlonal agency [SEA], to determlne wh1ch scho ls
' contact. Another 15 percent ‘report that nonpubllc school with

A
_e11g1ble T1tle I students 1n1t1ate contact with the d1s



]

of the districts offering-Title I services to nonpublic
students, 34 percent report us1ng multiple means to contact

nonpublic schools. These 1nclude telephon1ng,'correspondence,-

- Y

:land 1n-person contacts (VlSltS or meetings). . Most of the T1tle 1
D1rectors (54 percent) report’ us1ng only one of the’ prev1ously
mentioned means of’ contact,_wlth correspondence be1ng the most

'.afrequently used method (30 percent) Other-reported means of"
contact are sending an annual survey ‘to nonpubllc off1c1als and

-

publlshlng 1nformat10n about T1tle I 1n "local neWSpapers.

In most (74 percent) of these d1str1cts the nonpubllc school ' ,

prov1des a- llst of students and/or addresses, and the d1str1ct
. elth;y-determlnes student ellglblllty or cross checks "decisions
made by ﬁonpubllc off1c1als.g In 21 percent of "the- d1str1cts,'
nonpubllc off1c1als determlne wh1ch nonpubllc students res1de in
Title T attendance areas.uf'});- | R
Most d1str1cts (95 percent) report no change in the last ‘
three years in thelr procedures for determ1n1ng Whether nonpubl1c'
schools had students who llve 1n Title I attendance areas._‘
* D1str1cts were also asked about the1r procedures for select-
1ng nonpubllc students to rece1ve T1tle I. help.' The most fre-
quent response (45 percent) was that the same standard1zed
ach1evement test(s) are used for both publlc and nOHpUbllC school
students, l7 percent of the d1str1cts report that nonpubllc
school students are tested ‘with a d1fferent standard1zed ach1eve-,

ment measure. Oover half’ of the d1str1cts (53 percent) use the

';same cut-off scores or cr1ter1a for both publlc and nonpubllc,




-7 11 percent report using different cut—off scores, .and the

rema1n1ng d1str1cts use d1fferent tests or other selectlon

12 I
procedures. Where d1str1cts use teacher judgment in the publlc,
. L4

schools for selectlng'program part1c1pants, such judgments are

almost always used"in selecting.nonpublic students as,well.
. TITLE I SERVICES TO NONPUBLIC SCHOQL STUDENTSE WITHIN—DISTRICT
_ COMPARISONS TO SERVICES RECEIVED BY PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS

- .' _ In order ‘to obta1n descr1ptlons of T1tle I services to non—‘
public students whlch take into account the w1th1n—d1str1ct com-—,
> _ parat1ve standard establlshed 1n T1tle I and Chapter 1 leglsla—

a

tlon,'lnterV1ew and documentary data were collected from both
publlc and nonpubllc school off1c1als in 47 sites 1n a. represen-
tat1ve sample and 20 spec1ally selected d1str1cts. ”The Statlstlfl

cal publlc/nonpubllc compar1sons presented in th1s sectlon areJ
- 4 .
based on data from the sample of 100 representat1Ve s1tes, and -

1nterpretatlons are based on data collected in representatlve

site: and spec1ally selected d1str1cts. Supportlng statlstlcal
¥ T

data are summarlzed in Appendlx E. For w1th1n—d1str1ct analyses,

.'.data reported by nonpubllc off1c1als on serv1ces to. nonpubllc'

}Tltle T students ‘are compared to s1m11ar data collected from.'“

)
o Sae,

' publlc school off1c1als on serV1ces to publlc school students-

The reader, however, should be cautioned agalnst str1ctly

; e
ilnterpretlng these comparlsons as representlng natlonal trends,'
for at least three reasons. F1rstp only 47 of the d1strlcts 1n~f

;Ze representatlve site v151t sample offered serv1ces to non—

bllQ school students. On the other hand, 51nce most nonpubllcj




e
Nt

studentsAare served 1n large d1str1cts and since the study °
21ntentlonally oversampled large d1str1cts in the representatlve
s1te v1s1t sample, the nonpubllc/publlc comparlsons presented are
‘llkely to prov1de rellable comparat1ve descrlptlons for a sub—-
J'_stantlal proportlon of the nonpubllc students served in the T1tle;
I program. Second, whlle the sample was selected to offer a
,_natlonally representatlve portrayal of local T1tle I district
practices, the subsample of these d1str1cts offer1ng serv1ces to,l“
ndnpublic students may not be ent1rely representat1ve of the
dlstricts.offerlng T1t1e l serV1ces to such chlldren 51nce th1s
subsample was not drawn“from the un1verse of d1str1cts serv1ng
‘nonpubllc students.f Thlrd, persons 1nterV1e;ed in the onpubllck__
'sChools were not selected on a str1ctly random bas1s. ‘Consider—j"
atlons such as staff avallablllty and maklng nonpubllc schoold
contacts through publlc school off1c1als precluded a str1ct ‘rah<
dom selectlon of nonpubllc school off1c1als.' |
It should also be empha51zed in assess1ng the T1tle I ser—

. A
'V1ces rece1ved by nonpubllc students that the T1tle I leg1slat10n_”

~ I

'3spec1f1es that. d1str1cts should take 1nto account the speclal

".educatlohal needs of nonpubllc school chlldren. The House- Report.
accompanylng the 1978 Tltle I Amendments expresses the v1ew that

I3

;'these needs could be qulte d1fferent from~those of publlc school ,
“chlldren (H. R.'Rep. ll37 95th Cong. 24 Sess. at 32 (1978))
' ‘In pract1ce,‘however, d1str1cts rarely behave as 1fanonpub-’5

lic school students have needs d1fferent from those of publlc e

_school students. D1str1cts rarely offer substant1vely d1fferent i

-

- 20 | | @7




programs for nonpubllc and publlc school students, and When they

‘_do, 1t 1s often due .to state constltutlonal restr1ct10ns or

organ1zat10nal factprs either w1th1n the district or nonpubllc

~

sector(s) For example,.one d1str1ct s nonpubllc school students'
did nog receive T1tle ; math serv1ces because 1ts T1tle I math

curraculum did not match that of ‘the Cathollc schools 1t served.

When grade level-dlfferences-are observed, they normally reflect

the grade- level group1ngs of each sector.

.
o ¢

" SerV1ces are descrlbed 1n terms of amount, class-size,'inﬁ
. .
ten51ty (class 51za and pupll to—lnstructor ratlos),,staff gquali-
'.frcatlons, coord1nat10n w1th the regular program, and locatlon of

;3_ T1tle I 1nstruct10n.“

Weekly Amount of T1tle I Instructlon G/- AP

I '

Nonpubllc school students rece1ve 2 63 hours of Tltle I

< e

Lnstructlon per week, on average. Thelr puﬁilc school counter-.fﬁf
o :

parts,‘on the other hand, spend an’ average of 4 0 hours a week 1n ’5'

..
o

T1tle I.; Nonpubllc students, then, spend one-th1rd less trme ‘in

the T1tle I program than the1r publlc school counterparts.

‘\J Less t1me in ¢he T1tle I class probably results 1n d1m1n-- _
' : . ) c; i o ( “
‘1shed serv1ces for nonpubllc school students.j The case study '

o 3

?¢,~,} data suggest that two factoxs most often appear tol
, : @ ; "
t1me ;n'Tltle I- for nonpubllc students. (l)_shorter class
: * : / _n,l
g perlods ‘in nonpubllc schools, espec1ally in those hav1n" rellglon

-

ad: £ less, i

©t




Class: Slze and Pupll —to-Instructof Ratlo

T The average number of students 1n nonpubllc Tltle I classes

‘.

is 6. 4 compared to 9.8 in- publlc schools.. The’ smaller Title I .

‘class®size-in nonpubllc schools (34 percent smaller), however;,.i
ishould be v1ewed in’ 11ght of dlfferentlal staffrng patterns_
fogserVed 1n publlc and nonpubllc T1tle I classrooms. Publlc

‘T1tle I classes are more llkely to be staféed“mlth a cert1f1ed_t§~'

teacher and an . a1de than are the-Tltle I classes 1n nonpubllc

B T S --vm‘-" -
\', 9

“_schools. Slnce stafflng patterns ‘are often determlned by the
number of ellglble T1tle I students at a school,.most nonpubllc

'T1tle I schools quallfy for only a part-tlme ‘or full-time ;u

| v S i'.‘g:"‘-'&,

wr

teacher.-,__lf'“

. g .

'Zl;lf' The pupll to—1nstructor ratio is qu1te low £Or both publlc

‘—;;. ’ I

(4. 5 to l) ‘and nonpubllc (3. 8 to‘l) T1tle I classes. Not only is,

(,,«'

:aif'fthe pupll-to—lnstructor ratlo sllghtlyﬁloqer in nonpubllc Tltle I

.classes,‘nonpubllc T1tle I students are more llkely to be taught

Y

" mon them,‘e:pressed in case study VlSlts 1s that s1nce there is

_ T1tleﬂIf1nstructors ass1gned to teachg
{ . o - w‘ﬁy"*'.g:x, o

fstudents and thosé teach1ng publlc school stude e ON ¢ average,

‘.r,

—t\'}l'
"y

;of years in the T1tle I program,

22

\1 . "

”by a cert1f1ed teacher rather than an 1nstructlonal a1de:$ A com—'1



L

sllghtly e:' (20 percent) of the

Most Pr1nc1pals 1n both publlc and‘nonpubllc sqh'ols are

ﬂah‘thelr

ey

bulldlngs.; More nonpubllc,schoolfPrlnclpals, however,ireglster

nonqull uachers reglster 51m11ar complalnts ,‘Ihe'classroom -

L=
vt

teachers'ln the nonpubllc school also meet sllghtly more - fre-.

quently w1th the T1tle L 1nstructors than do thélr publlc school
: 1o E
counterparts._ For: example 70 percent of the nonpubllc T1tle I.“

v
|

5

..rlgs, .q’_)‘\ 5 A . ; :
meetlng at least once every other Week\ Such 1nteractlons are
! - u,h 3 ..

iv .

1nstructors vsel59 perce?t of the publlc T1tle I teachers report

usually 1nformal and themr\hlgher.fﬁequency ‘can - be part1ally

[ .

’ FREEOR R
attrlbuted to the gmallex@ s"' ‘e
) ol 3

greater;' mogenelty of“staé,




ERI

nstructlon.

» L

rIn at least s1x states, or in

-—‘\ "*

the’ studyLshmall questlonnalre sampl

place other than the nonpubllc schoolé

'regular school year.; The alternat1ve site”

pub ic SCh°°1' but th1s PUbllc 'school site’ is,usﬁallf used for

z,., } N _t,
'gbllc students recelpt of remedlal summer school 1nstruc--
55 o Y - - o

tlon. In at least four states, however, at least half of the'

i' T1tle I d1str1cts serve nonpubllc T1tle I stude;ts 1n the pub11C';;

S school durlng the regular school term. This 1s usually motlvated

by constltutlons, laws, ox:. legal 1nterpretatlons wh1ch proh1b1t _;wﬁﬂ

n

e,
4
'~
i

a
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Kpp;'lé—l6) These state—reported data will be com' ried to ‘those .

‘collected 1n thls stpdy, and . deta11ed analyses w1ll be

-

in the D1str1ct Practlces Study s Summary Report (fall 1982)

' - - . . Lt

fresented

Lk L3
v

A QUESTION OF- "EQUAL" EXPENDITURES = L BN

Both T1tle I and Chapter 1 requlre that a d1str1ct s Title I

expendlture for ellglble nonpubllc students_"shall be equal""
'that rece1ved by the1r publlc school counterparts, taklng lng

account the number of ellglble nonpubllc chlldren Jnd the1r_".

.

- Sp601al educatlonal needs.': S ; 3 ' S “;;' o
Nelther law ‘nor régulatlons, howeyer, requlre that-d1s—
7

trlcts record or report expend1tures on e1ther a per

qp:'al bas1s»

.or a d1saggregated bas1s,'accord1ng to publlc/nonpubl ﬁenroll—
Fﬁ%mts. Thus, per—pupll expendlture data are d1ff1cult to collect K

from.distrlcts. Even when avallable, .such flgures are d1ff1cult

to 1nterpret because d1str1c;'”usF w1dely varylng account1ng

methods and costlng assumptlonsa because of var1ances of cost—‘
,, A O
) A,.i‘)w

"of—11v1ng standards andmnumerggs other reasons. Breaklng down -

Ly B .',_' ‘ Kx 1
ver S #*

per—pupll est1mates into pub11c and nonpubllc per-pupll eXpendl-
. "‘a
ture categorles confounds both the data collectlon and 1nterpre- :

tatlon processes. S - : o . » 2Ry

. G1ven the per—pupll expend1ture focus of the T1tle I<and

‘ Chapter N requ1rements for - serv1ng nonpubllc school studénts. but :
_ also considering of the . attendant methodologlcal problems, the‘y

‘DPS attempted to collect per—pupll expend1ture est1mates for

¢

publlc and nonpubllc students only at the 20 1ndepth case study

iy




- -preparatlon for publlc and nonpubllc schools. “‘Most districts

2’
v t:

'sltes. Thus, from the start thesefbudge data,

reflect the biases assoc1'

cussed preV1ously in the secflon

Expendlture data were obta1ned from(l6xof the 20 d1str1cts.;

"etthsiused tq,derive these estimates, however, var1ed
SR o . o = x.

;
‘o

: w1dely . Two or three ‘of these d1str1cts actually kept detalled
a

separate records for the1r publlc and nonpubllc expendltures.

A

Even. in these d1str1ctsh no attempt had been made to- cost out

A overhead costs such as budget, appllcatlon,,and evaluat;on

R

w1thout these separate publlc/nonpubllc accounts déered esti-
mates through varlous approaches of qategor1z1ng 1nstruct10nal
services, aux111ary serv1ces, adm1n1strat1ve costs, and other

expend1tures. Stlll others made ‘only "beSt est1mates;"* Thus,

the data should be 1nterpreted cautlously.. .

The data collected, desp1te the1r 11m1tatlons, do.represent

-~ w»

M3

ﬂ d1str1cts w1th varying degrees “of urban1c1ty. ‘To protect the

d1str1cts idéntlty, district names are not . presented; however,
. . . . _'

I3

*Upon‘completlon of a prellmlnary analysls of the. part1c1pant and

expenditure data from these sites,: follow-up phone calls were
made to some of the. visited sites toO check part1cularly h1gh -or
low. per—pupll expend1ture estlmates.g

-.‘._.f, ! o .

nin atlon ‘criteria (d1s-'

of a systematlc process to collect part1c1patlon and
s data for w1th1n-d1str1ct publlc/nonpubllc compar1— -
Table 2 portrays the d1verse patterns of. part1c1patlon and

rfundlng of nonpubllc students across geograph1cal reglons and 1n.

a



TABLE 2. .

ENDITURE COMPARISONS .~

1981-82 SCHOOL, YEAR (N=

NONPUBLIC CASE STUDY PER PUPIL EXP
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¥stimates were obtained from this district, but to protect its identity, only the calculattons based on
these estimates are provided. For all other districts, expenditure estimates have been rounded to two
significant digits to protect the 1dent1t1es of these districts. Actual esttmates however were used 1n
~the calculations, . ,
*Estimates . B I :
~#encludes concentration grant o - 45
- weekoes not fnclude carryover | IR e
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:three—part descrlptor 1dent1f1es the d1str1cts by the1r geogra-'
4 ph1cal reglon, metropolltan status, and total enrollment size.,
The d1str1cts are arrayed accord1ng the ratlo of nonpubllc to

'publlc per-pupll expendlture Wlthln a dlstrlct (Column VIII)

An est1mated value of 1.0 for thls nonpubllc per—pup expendl— -

- ture factor would 1nd1cate parlty between nonpubllc/ ubllc estl—

mates' less than 1. 0 ~a lower estlmate.for nonpubllc per—pupll

expendltures' greater than 1. 0, a hlgher per—pupll exPendlture

.estlmate for nonpubllc students. ﬁ

o Among the l6 d1str1cts, the nonpubllc per—pupll expendlture “

factor ranges from l 87 (D1str1ct 1) to a low of .27 (D;St 1ct

flG); in D1str1ct 1,

That ls,

nonpubllc students rece1v

.;é!

‘to have lower nonpubllc per-pupll expendlture ratlos.
. The domlnant aspect of the array, however, is the dlverslty

not only in terms of dlvergent nonpubllc/publlc allocatlon pat-

terns but also of part1c1patlon~levels. For 1nstance, 1 out of“

1«

every 4 Title I students in D1str1ct 13 is.a nonpubllc student,v

-ﬁwhereas only l out of 100 Title I part1c1pants attend a non-

6. Even though thls d1str1ct has the

~

publlc school in Dist

lowest nonpublic partlclpatlon level its’ estlmated nonpubllc

- .
RS - 3 - —

; " -

.46 -

2 9 R ,v.

/

‘d1str1cts w1th smaller T1tle I budgets (less than $90 000) tend .

e



1 —

per—pupil ‘expenditure factor shows an almost equal expenditure,

between nonpublic/public school students. -

8!

In order to determine 1f districts had changed the propor—-wif

" on average,

‘

' tion of their Title I budget spent on nonpublic\s\udents, Title I.
—;blrectors were asked 1n the mail questionnaire about any changes
in their allocation of Title I resources between l978 and l981.
- About 9 percent of the D1rectors reported an 1ncrease of at
,least lO percent, on the other hand, 8 percent reported a declinel
- of this magnitude., The preponderance of districts offerinngitle'

I serVices to nonpublic students reported less than a lO percent T

*change in either direction (see Appendix F)

As discussed earlier the Title I/Chapter 1 legal framework

does not contain prOVisions which require districts to report
expenditures disaggregated by public and nonpublic schools.‘ Even
fif districts kept records Which permitted within—district public
,and nonpublic per—pupll cost comparisons, other factors-would
confound assessments of whether nonpublic students are receiv1ng
heir fair share of the Title I budget, according to the: legisla—
~tive yardstick. The legislation specifies that, in addition to ;_v
_the number of students, districts should consider the special
'_‘needs of nonpublic students, which conceivably could be quite’
different from-those of the public school students within a :
district.’ . |
To ‘determine the extent to which nonpublic school students'
needs were being taken into. account in des1gn1ng ‘Title I pro— |

grams, nonpublic school Principals in- the case study sample with

30-




A
c1als prOV1ded substantlve 1nput 1nto dec1 ions about student B

selectlon cr1ter1a, grades served, program des1gn model used

'(e g pullout vs. inclass), and wh1ch subjects were emphaslzed

in the T1tle I program, and (2) whether the1r cOmments made much

~of a d1fference 1n “the klnds of serV1ces nonpubllc students

'

' ~received.' Just over half -of the nonpubllc Pr1nc1pals had any say

-

over séﬁdent selectlon cr1ter1a (54 percent) and grades served

i (55 percent) ' Less than one—th1rd reported any 1nput 1nto the'

vﬁ_program des'gn model used (30 percent) and wh1ch subjects. wereybﬁ

of Serv1ces from those in the'publlc
In general however, reluctance, 1nd1f— jgw

about these atters re1gned“among non—

s’ observatlon, "We're just

publlc schoql admlnlstrators._ One nun

Ll )

glad to get, th

-]’»to

.‘g,...; _y 1

elp we do,; reflects

1

in v1siﬁed,sbte§ '

onn the other hand, ‘a d1fferent

48
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Ty

:mlx of serv1ces were to be offered,glt m1ght appear that‘"equal
-serV1ces" were nogbprov1ded.
The maln compla1nts of nonpubllc school off1c1als, however,

i
f

have less to do w1th the level of services prov1ded than w1th the

CEN A

processes or rules govern1ng such dec1s1ons. ngh on nonpubllc
school off1c1als compla1nt 11st 1s the statutory proh1b1t10n

aga1nst prov1d1ng serv1ces to nonpubllc students 11v1ng outs1de
. /

the T1tle I attendance areas (29 percen¥ of donpubllc Pr1nc1pals
1nterv1ewed) Paperwork and other adm1n1str[t1ve burdens are

X4

falso a. frequent source of nonpubllc school ff1c1als d1ssat1s—

faction with T1tle 1(21 percent of nonpublxc Pr1nc1pals_ o R

1nterV1eWed) he most prevalent compla1nt lodged aga1nst local

L . } f
T1tle 1 adm1n1strators 1s that they do not’ 1nvolve nonpublic

1 3

adm1n1strators in key program des1gn,'staff1ng, or . allocatlon

[

’decis;ons-(32 percent of nonpubllc Pr1nc1pals 1nterVLewed)

/ L

On the other hand, almost three-fourths (72 percent) ‘'of the:
.:nonpubllc Pr1nc1pals 1nterv1ewed see a beneflt in the program S.
'focus on prov1d1ng Bupplementary serv1ces to students furthest

‘beh1nd in school.’ 0ver half of - the nonpubllc Pr1nc1pals (56

,percent)-feel-that the spec1al deslgn features of the program
'(e g., qualified staff, small group or 1nd1v1dual 1n§tructlon,'g
‘remed1al mater1als) contr1bute to 1ncreased academ1c progress for

'students served by the program.g.

- *EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

G1ven the d1vers1ty of settlngs and c1rcumstances sur- *Q

[

round1ng publlc»and nonpublic decision maklng, no s1ngle set. of
. N 45) IR
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~

- management pract1ces can be un1versally deemed effective in all

_ 'dlstrlcts. Certa1n strategles under certaln condltlons, however,,

° .

do appear to enhance nonpubllc school part1c1patlon and the level

' b'of serv1ces they rece1ve._ Th1s sectlon brlefly outllnes a few of

these management strateg1es 1dent1f1ed in our case study s1tes.
l‘ Large and med1um d1strlcts somet1mes employ with T1tle I
fuhds, usually on a part—t1me bas1s,_an 1nd1v1dual respons1b1e1
:for ensur1ng equltable part1c1patlon of . pllglble nonpubllc stu-
dents., Variously referred to as-the nonpubllc llalson,fcoordl—'L"h
lnator; or representative; thls person fac111tates communlcatlon-
_between nonpubllc and dlstrlct personnel and str1ves to ensure
..smoother delivery of Title I ‘'services’ to nonpubllc schools and
students.: The respons1b111t1es of the 11a1son/coord1nator are
_varled, depend1ng upon the needs of the d1str1ct and -the scopeﬂof7?
'the 11a1son role w1th1n the, d1str1ct they,‘however,ioften'v“
”‘1nclude superv1slon of nonpubllc T1tle I staff, student evalu—f‘
ation and selectlon, program des1gn, 1nformatlon d1ssem1natlon
"and.tralnxng, and coord1natlon between T1tle I staff 1n publlc'
‘and nonpubllc schools., D1str1cts utlllzlng a nonpubllc liai-

,'son/coordlnator frequently report 1mprowed dellvery of nonpubllc

serv1ces because of thls Lnstltutlonallzed role.

‘e dellvery of T1tle I serv1ces to

~

A prevalent problem 1n
Jnonpubllc school students 1s the requlrement 1n many states of a
m1n1mum class s1ze. Fallure to. have the ‘minimum number of e11g1—

1*‘4, ?

ble students may deny T1tle I servlces to one or two e11g1ble

students in a nonpubllc school. One d1str1ct solved thls problem"“

. by establlshlng a conven1ent1y located center, housed in one of



T

‘ 0

the nonpubllc schools, here all nonpubllc students rece1ve T1tle:

III 1nstructlon.' T1tle I funds a bus that transports e11g1ble

'\
nonpublicistudents“to_and_from the center “for T1tle I classes
e

~_held throughout the day.__f' ;*.;‘ 7H'h; . tf

An 1nnovat1ve solutlon to problems assoc1ated w1th“the pro—ﬁ'

) -

'v1slon of T1tle I serv1ces to nonpubllc students 1n a c1ty W1th

3.

mult1ple school d1str1cts ‘was 1mplemented in one case study dis-

4 jtrict. Herév f1ve school d1str1cts located w1th1n the c1ty have.i

A o

-a'pooled the1r human and f1nanc1al resources to create a’ system

A

"that greatly 1mproved serv1ce dellvery to nonpubllc students.
d Because the publlc school system in: th1s c1ty is nonun1f1ed,,f
,nonpubllc schools often have students who res1de 1n publlc school

LTltle I attendance areas 1n several d1str1cts.‘ As a. result,

7

' numerous publlc school d1str1ct representat1ves had entered each

of - the four nonpub11c schools to prov1de T1tle I serv1des to a
small number of students.' Th1s system was both t1me-consum1ng
and f1nanc1ally wasteful- 1t also created a: very real "traff1c
problem When as many as f1ve d1str1cts served students in a |

partlcular nonpubllc school..' |

'To'é;mbat’these problems, the f1ve publlc school d1str1cts,
N .

'“.agreed to pool their T1tle I funds for nonpubllc school . students

’ . . In

to create a systém for the management of T1tle I services to

”fthese students. The comb1ned funds are managed by an 1ndependent

-

flscal agent ‘who h1res and superv1ses the pro;ect Coordlnator.
In turn; the’ Coord1nator h1res Tltle I teachers to dellver ser-=-

! L)

v1Ces tornonpubllc students and superv1ses all aspects of thef'

: r




i g

c studentsu Nonetheless, a-: few dlstrlcts have devel—'

5‘ ar‘

oped s_me effectlve strategles for.. 1mprov1ng the dellvery‘of'::
servlces to ndhpubllc students 1n these less than optlmal c1rcum

stances.

R ,:'ﬁ%ls-

from prov1d1ng ser ‘ces qn sectarlan schoois, a school d1strlct i;

[
v

_51n one state eXplore many alternatlves’ or prOV1d1ng°T1tle 1

KA
[ o~

1an schpols.. In th1s

......

'serV1ces to students 1n nonpubllci sec_

RN Y ) . ';"I v

-d1str1ct, T1tle I read1ng 1nstruct10n is’ prov1ded via an Educa— S

5

‘tlonal Telephone Network, a two—way communlcatlon system that

enables a T1tle I read1ng teacher located in a publlc school s1te

o

"_to carry on d1rect and 1mmed1ate d1alogue with small groups of

2puplls located in the sectar1an schools., Tltle I math and read—

1ng 1nstructlon are also prov1ded through a Computer A1ded

A

"Instructlon Pro;ect. Elmglble students 1n the sectar1an schools

:rece1ve 20 ‘minutes. of computer—alded T1tle I 1nstructlon each
day. Although T1tle I students 1n sectar1an schools clearly do
not rece1ve serV1ces comparable to those of the1r publlc school

'or nonsectar1an counterparts, efforts are made to glve them as

s,

o many serylces as pOSSlble w1th1n the,legal bOunds set forth by

i
F
[

”t slgn1f1cantly 1mpede the dellvery of T1tle I serv1ces o

o -



nothlng,

these students ‘re

-the nonpubllc schools.. In an efﬂ3$
g‘publlc students,,an agreement was
_ dlstrlct leases classrooms 1n the

annual fee. T1t1e I serv1ces are

'fln thesewleasedxclassrooms w1th1n

t e nonpubllc schools.

'for nonpubllc students, they do represent attempts by dlstrict

off1c1a1s £0 meet the needs of these students sometlmes 1n a;.ﬁ'

.._

'

. SUMMKRY.AND IMPLICATIONS

1.;

1a1 report has been to provﬂﬁe a.

""v
‘.
W

Wﬁ;fe the focus of thlS spec

deSCrlptlve overV1ew of nonpubllc school students ,1nvolvement 1n
the Title 1 program, its flndlngs alSO pr0V1de an 1mportantL“

Eis

'emplrlcal base for 1nform1ng pOlle cons1deratlons.

From a natlonal perspectlve, the overall part1c1pat:on leveluz W'

of nonpubllc school students over the last four years has at best




I serV1ces; For-exam:le, when v1eW1ng changes ln T1tle I non—,

,whlle the pub11C'part1crpat10n rate 1ntf1tle 1 1ncreased by

'almost 18 pencentidurlng th1s t1me._ Also the proportlon of T1tle

.

.9 nonpubllc students res1d1ng 1n Tmtle I atten_?g~

1 .o .-‘a‘._l»’-"}

I d1str1cts serV1

J
Ao S -..,

’5idance areas decllne.”from 59 percent 1n l978 to! 56 percent 1n

-However, data from th1s

Once nonpublL.

1\..
e

d1str1ct analyses suggest several patterns abdutmthe_quallty of

".serV1ces they rece1ve 1n.compar1son to publlc school students. ;”}@xg

\:\ A

(l) the1r T1tle I classes are shorter,‘GZJ thelr class slze 1s.

‘...

11ghtly lower‘ N

.smaller,‘(3) the1r pupll-to—lnstructor ratlo 1s 8

l

.(4) the1r 1nstructors have taught a 81mllar7f;:'w




B " Teie . . - FLIRRN N
. L 4 . N O N -
& . . LY . . ._'m-.- . Kty

the publlc *school. teachers, but aregmore likely to be certified

teachers,>and (5) their Title I instruction might be better )
ey & b LA . '
coordinated wgth their regular classes.p' B

T -« Lr.

.

gﬁ 1f nonpu,lic students are in states With constitutional or
y .' : . ’ . 5‘1,’4- ‘ ' »
v legal limitations for serVing nonpubliq students and are not in
" o o S BT sy
. one€ of the, two bypass states, they areﬂlikely to have less com—k'

. o
i
T v

parable serViceg than‘ponpublic studentSuin states w1thout such”

rulings. In a Sizeable number of these districts,.nonpublic

N fay

i quently in the public schobls.

‘. { .(rz .
While the bypass prOViSion may be- intended to offer recOurse

- for nonpublic students not feceiVing equitable services, nonpub—
Axdn, (. . g.-*.,-'. .

lic school off1c1a

A reported that the bypa%s procedures were poé?invoked because:ﬂ

' Federal Title I officials inSisted that alternatives'had been

‘ : ~explored, Publiz “and nonpublic offic1als in this

districtwrecognize thatathe services to. nonpublic schoorrstudentséf
v'A - :

Qﬁare inferior to those of public school students. Both’ sets of

) \. . - t
- offic1als acknowledge that thrf ig actually a stateWide phenome-
) o ;: .« '&‘-,
' non resulting from the state s limitations on prOV1d1ng publicly

.
”

onpublic students. Despite ingenious

%

-supported serv1ces tgm
efforts,_these local offic1alsApresently do not ‘Thave the

KY . .
PN
necessary leverage or resource“ito ‘remedy these disparitles

,r\

Wlthln the current state—level prohibitionsu'*Thus, there appears

to be merit ‘in further exploring less cumbersome procedures for

.u;:

- ;e v

invoking the current,bypass‘provhSions. Still, too little is

l.
.‘..




[ . : L .
. . Y . . . . .

-, known about the costs and benef1ts of the current bypass pro- ~bno

.

' There also appears to ‘be merlb 1n.§trenghten1ng ex1st1ng »

vreportlng and account1ng requlrements perta1n1ngth¢the nonpubl&d Lo

{

equal expendlture" p;ov1slon of Chapter l. Both Tétle.I and I

.—\ o,

LN

Chapter l requlre that a d1str1¢t s T1tle i expendlture for ell- .

- i'glble nd%publlc students "shall be egual" to. that receivéd by I ,:

: 4
:the1r publlc school counterparts, tak1ng 1nto account the number

0

of ellglble nonpubllc chlldren and the1r’spec1ql educatlonal
’.needs.t Nelther law nor . regulatlons, however, requlre that dls-”'

o..

tr1cts report expendltures dlsaggregated aCcordlng to publlc/non-

[N o

publlc enrollment. Therefore, most d1str1cts do not ma1nta1n
adequate records for assess1ng Whether nonpubllc students are

-rece1V1ng the1r falr share of Title I serv1ces. o B o

g . .‘.‘ t . i 5 .
B N . - . . ‘G

POSSIBLE FUTURE RESEARCH R -

= . PO ! . BRI

3

po o
Eecause of the scarc1ty of baseline descr1pt1ve data about

»

R e % ;

*nonpubllc school students access and part1c1patlon in- the T1tle--v

o I prOgram, thls analysls has focused more on descr1pt1ve rather__%f”h

"’)’0 . . ._x )
than P°11CY questlons.' Slgnlflcant p011Cy questlons in th1s area
. : )
"'Stlll rema;n largely unaddressed by research. o --n"“r ;

U
,,4, . \ .

Q;Such questlonsmlnclude: What are the costs and beneflts of

‘the eXisting'bypass:provision? _What alternatlve pOllCY mecha- f,
“ [ ®3 M

'anms mlght be cons1dered to better ensure that nonpubllc school
: ) .

ke

3

_f students recelve equltablé serv1ces? And!stlll are‘honpubllc

. ‘students rece1v1ng the lev&l of serV1ces "intended by law? .

- . I “
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(2)

South

'APPENDIX A

* DEFINITIONS.

Size: By total district enrollment\\gerlved from Market
Data Retr1eva1 File (Revised 9/5/80) \

Small
Medium

Large

Regions- and d1v1slons used.by

' 2,500-9,99%-students

1-2,499 éﬁﬁdehts

the U.S._Department,ofa

Commerce, Bureau of the Census, in Current -Population .
Survey "tabulations, - '

Northeast

Connecticut Cooe
Maine
Massachusetts
New. Hampshlre
New Jersey

New -York
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Verﬁont-

Alabama

Arkansas -

Delaware :
District of Columbla
Florida

Georgia

Kentucky -

Louisiana

Maryland

- Mississippi

North Carolina
Oklahoma ‘
South Carolina: -

‘Tennessee

Texas
Virginia
West Virginia

. Wisconsin
" West

" Arizona
California
.Hawaii -

Idaho. .~ -

.. New Mexico . oo

as follows:

North Central . . k§ jQﬁ'

illin&is~
Indiana
Iowa

- Kansas

"Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri

" Nebraska

" North Dakota

~Ohio

South Dakota

Alaska
Colorado :
Montana
Nevada
Oregon

Utah .
Washington -

Wyoming T oL



.

(3) Metropolitan Status,designatibns-are those used by the U.S..
Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, .in Current Popula-
tion Survey tabulations, as follows: : '

o

jCentral'City
Urban Fringe

Nonmetro -

Derived from Market Data'Retrieval File'(Reviséd,9/5/80)'
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 VOIPUBLIC SPECTAL PURPOSE SMAPLE DISTRICES BY REGION,
. METROPOLITAN STATUS, AND SIZE OF ENROLLMENT

o | ﬁf; ) o
S = NORTHEAST NORTH CENTRAL SOUTH | WESTR.;
- |

. .

1str1ct 2 (w

- CENTRAL CITY lDlstrlct 1 (L) 1str1ct 6 (L)

I

N

N

|

: |
Dlstrlct 3’(L) ‘
|
o

* |pistrict 4 (L) .| District 5.(L)s 1str1ct 9 (LY District 11' (L)1 ™
.. " |pistrict 7 (L) | District 8 Ty - ‘ 1strldf 13 (L) '
o s |pistriet 12 (L) - District 14 %IQ‘
g -IDlstrlct 15 (M) DlStrlCt 16 (M) v sg

A |  .'|01str1ct 20 (M)“

y
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*Key DlStrlCt Enrollment |
§ = Small--1-2,499 students

e Mz Médin--2,500-9,999 students . fwt‘m'“-,ll 3“ *f’1{}; . ".vll~ﬂki}4  .’:;..t.f’
Lo " L= Large--lO 000 o, more students f"ﬁggfg‘ B L
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“*Source: ‘NCES, Conditions of Edﬁcation: 1981 Edition, p;w62,-schodl year 1979-80}‘

Title I DiStriét'Practiceé Stu@y, 1981-82 §chooly§ar.

**Source:
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D7~ - SUPPORTING DATA " FOR TITLE I 'SERVICES TO
. . . NONPUBLIC SCROOL SPUDENTS FROM REPRESENTATIVE
CE o, e R SITE‘VISIT SAMPLE T
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S |  APPENDIX E
L SUPPORTING DATA FOR TITLE I SERVICES TO NONPUBLIC

SCHOOL, STUDENTS FROM REPRESENTATIVE SITE VISIT .SAMPLE
Weeklx Amodnt of T1t1e I; Instructlon (T1t1e I 1nstructors)*

- X Length of - e . .

“~, Title I Class X No. - 4 S o -

. -~ Period in. Times/ : Minutes/ . Hours/
l_'Minutes ’ v Wee]§ o Week . : Week .
‘Public, 52" = . 4.6 = 239.2- -1 .= 3,99
',Nonpubllc 37. 5 . 4.2 = - 157.5 Co= 2.63

Class- Slze and Pup11 Instructor Ratio

What is the average number of students served 1n a T1t1e I

N c]:ass? : ¢ 4 ) L
Public X =’9:8 S
Nonpubllc X = 6 4 e e o ‘u_

= On average, ‘how many T1tle I staff members work. w1th T1t1e I

students? (Title I 1nstructor) o "‘

- S Publlc ' _ ‘Nonpublic
. @ X Numberhdf teachers _ ~l.,2; T ll
: ¥ Number of aides - .. 100 0. T e
f K Instructor Experlences and Qual:.f:.cat:.ons
' How l‘ong have youf'worked in T1tle I? (Ti.tle' I i'nstru'ctor)"
- '\1'.;' :"l'. - . o . L K
e R Publ:.cf- L= 5‘5 years‘ : Q:,
;._: _ ' T N_onpuhlic X = 5 5 Years . e o '
» ) . _L-ﬁ‘ " o o h . : ) ' 6:?
d . ,: . 'i. » : ' ) o ) ' .
< “ S ey
. " ‘ . . .
g b
*The category of respondent is 1nd1cated w1th1n the parentheses.
. Public schogl off1c1als prov1ded data’ for publlc school students,
. - and nonpubllc staff prOV1ded 1nformat10n son- nonpubllc students
- services, S R ,
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APPENDIX E (cont.).

How long have you WOrked in thls dlstrlct? '(Title-I

,1nstructor) A : o o
_Public ¥ * =12.8 - .'(” B
Nonpubllc X = '8'3 ‘.tfi T f
"How" lk'g have you worked 1n.thls dlstrlct? {(regular.clags-”ﬁfig
Publlc X ;}? ;lirlh _'N'j O L » R _ .L'_hx-f
Nonpubllc X % 7.4 o R . '}‘ ’ﬁ o _”_ﬁe

From whom do most students- recelve the1r T1t1e I 1nstruc- RS
tion? (regular classroom teacher)

: Public‘ : Nonpublie'_
~ Certified teacher 70% - 77% -
Teachlng alde/Otherv' : 308 . L“- ?3% -

- Does’ thls school have the k1nd of Title I 1nstructors you
want? (Prmnc1pal)

h'Public S =Nonpublic '?
Yes- o e maw
" No- R T 16% -

Coordi tion of Title I Ihstructidleith=the~Regﬁiar School
Currlcu ' ' o a Co ' o

- Dpid you have any problem in tea%w%ng the Title I students or
the’rest of the class because of the Tltle I 1nstructlon was’

arranged (i. e., schedullng, locatlonh? iar classroom
teacher) {g 1
‘ ﬁ'. o & AT
L, eE o Eee Nonpublie
-Yes ., . '+5§$ﬂ' : o248 S T 20%
B 3 | 81% .
T ks " i ‘ . - .
~ a » ‘ : - . = o
+ . N .'T" .J . Q“]
. A oLk ‘ ) \173 ) ° x @
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APPENDIX E (cont.)

[

. On average, how often do -you meet w1th the regular classroom
.teacher to coordlnate lnstructlon? (Title I 1nstructor)

© . mwblic’’ i - Nompublic

e 178 S A
' & Once or tw1ce a. week C T 42% - o “48%

‘Ohce or twice a :month 5 228 “l9% R
i R . - S
Less than every other month 93 i - 5%

Locatlon of Tltle I Instructlon
Q’) .

o o Where do Tltle I teachers usually work w1th thelr students?

(Tltle I lnstructor) ' .

* R
2 o

W - D Public‘ e Nonpublic

Regular classroom WIthT: e o — S
~only Title I students T.13% : 13% - o

Regular classroom also - SO |
w1th non—Tltle I students 20%' T, _ 183

In another roan 1n school 63% S o 61%

pec1ally equipped: roan o _ -
qln another bulldlng R 3% . . 3%
Other locatlons Do 2% T 5%

¢,.
@

T iae

. v voey : !
Y N PO . .
v 3 i
B T ; -

y
ﬁ@ 'i;rilnf::f




CTITLE T DIRECTOR INTERVIEW;QUESTID& ‘"DID

'THE LEVEL OF .TITLE'I SERVICES GOING:TO ..

" 'NONPUBEIC SCHOOL: STUDENTS CHANGE 10% “OR, MORE,".
IN RELATION TO YOUR TOTAL TITLE I~sﬂRVICES}

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



CnmE 1 DIRECTOR INTERVIZ* f%iESTION "DID THE LEVEL OF TITLE I
o * SERVICES GOING 70 NONPUBEIT,'S HooL STUDENTS CHANGE: 108 OR MORE; 1 N
”'.'.RELATION 10°YOUR: TOTHL TITLE,

oy

BENT O
- 12,500-9,999 1 SR SR o
10, 000.or, largerA i o g SIS . ¢

‘.*vh

‘5;» **These,percﬁﬁtagES when com:a}ed;to other data from the study suggest that some dlstrlcts

_\

wsthoub Title I, programs. for nonpubilc students probably 1ndlcated a éhange of 1
i@ penceht for ghlS quest10n5 ZEO ' S A
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 SPECIAL REPORTS FROM THE. = - -
TlTLE I DlSTRlCT PRACTICES srum{ D

"'_.C(IRRENT TITLE I SCHOOL AND' STUDENT SELECTION " Michael Ji Gaffney " .
. PROCEDURES AND IMPLICATIONS FOR.  ~-." ."~ . -and Daniei M. Schember "
mpcem—;mmq CHAPTER,_I EclA_ S

L

THE. EFFECTS OFTHETITLET - . " ' MichaelJ. Gaffney o
- SUPPLEMENT-NOT-SUPPLANT AND EXCESS COSTS ‘and Daiel M. Schermber _
H-"P_ROVISIO.:NS ON PROGRAM p_ESlGN DECISIONS =~ . o

' THE INFLUENCE OF TITLE I BUDGET CUTS ON LOCAL ' Richard Apling |-
- ALLOCATION DECISIONS: SOME PATTERNS FROM PAST‘ ey
AND CURRENT PRACTICES =~ = 0 o
' NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS INTITLET,” ~° . RichardJung - ©
'ESEA PROGRAMS:'A QUESTION OF “EQUAL" SERVICES_” e

}PAPERWORK AND ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN FOR 7 Vidtor Rezmovic
.-SCHOOL DlSTRlCTS (INDER TlTLE l A - R ‘-.andJ Ward Keeslmg

" Brenda . Turnbul

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND LOCAL PRO RAM' R
lMPLEMENTATlON IN.TITLE I, ESEA (.

L
"Av-.
N

TlTLE | SERVICES TO. ST(IDENTS ELlGlBLE FOR S o Maryann McKay
ESL/BlLlNGUAL OR SPECIAL ED(ICATION PROGRAMS S0 and Joan Michie - .-;;_j._' -;’;:

¥y




